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Editorial Notes
CONTRIBUTOR TO THIS ISSUE
RALPH F. FUCHS, A.B., Washington University, 1922; LL.B.,
1922; Ph.D., Robert Brookings Graduate School, 1925, con-
tributes The Constitutionality of the Recovery Program. He
is Associate Professor of Law at Washington University.
Washington University Open Scholarship
NOTES
THE "NEW DEAL" LEGISLATION IN THIS ISSUE
In this issue of the LAW REVIEW the entire number is devoted to
consideration of some of the problems, constitutional and admin-
istrative, incident to the Recovery Program. Similar emphasis
upon the problems of law arising with relation to the "New Deal"
will be found in the current numbers of other legal periodicals
throughout the country. The discussions in these pages are of-
fered in the hope that they may be of some value in throwing
light upon the legal aspects of recent developments of great pub-
lic concern.
SAMUEL BRECKENRIDGE NOTE PRIZE AWARDS
The Samuel Breckenridge Note Prize Awards for notes appear-
ing in Volume XVII of the LAW REVIEW have been announced by
the prize committee consisting of Harold S. Cook, Chairman,
Jerome A. Gross, and Charles K. Berger. The fifteen-dollar
prizes for the best note appearing in each of the four issues have
been awarded to: George W. Simpkins for his note in the Decem-
ber, 1932 issue, Unsettled Problems in State Control of Contracts
Between Public Utilities and Affiliated Companies; Stanley M.
Richman for his note in the February, 1933 issue, Holding Com-
pany Regulation Through the Statutory Inhibition Against Stock
Acquisition; Alfred W. Petchaft for his note in the April, 1933
issue, Enlargement of Life Estates to Fees Simple by the Annex-
ation of a Power; and Edward Harman for his note in the June,
1933 issue, Limitations and Development of the Attractive Nui-
sance Doctrine. Mr. Simpkins won the additional ten-dollar prize
for the best note of the year.
Notes
THE POWER OF CONGRESS TO REGULATE PRODUC-
TION FOR INTERSTATE COMMERCE
The laissez faire theory of economics has prevailed to a varying
degree throughout the constitutional development of the United
States. For the first time its doctrines are being subjected to
governmental attack on a broad front. Economists are coming to
believe that the ultimate social good cannot be attained by urging
each individual to cultivate and effectuate his own selfish ends.
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